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Introduction

"It is the policy of the Foard of Ptees of State Colleges that,
in matters of college admission and the .loyment of professional and
non-professional Personnel and all othel:' i:orsonnel matters in the state-
colleges, individuals will be evaluated on their merits withoutrespect
to their race, color, creed, national origin, age or sex, as prescribed
in .applicable federal and state law."

Boston State Coll&.e Faculty handbook,
p, 12.

It has long been believed by both meu and women faculty at Boston

State College that, while glaring inequities in salar7 and rank have

been quite evident in individual oases, no clear pattern of discrimination

against women as a class exists. Several things have contributed to this

illusion of equality. The school's origins as a teacher-training

institution with an all-female student body and a pmdominantly female

faculty suggested that women would form a higher percentage of the

faculty and that they would be more heavily represented at the higher

ranks than at schools which had originally been all-male. An idiosyn-

cratic hiring, salary and promotion pattern based on political beliefs,

personal connections, and the lack of a clear salary scale discriminated

against many individuals, both male and female, and served to further

obscure inequities according to sex. Finally, the very presence of

numbers of women in the halls and in the offices indicated to those who

had studied at such male-oriented institutions as Harvard or Boston

College that women at BSC must be doing very well indeed. The purpose

of the following report is to dispel this illusion.



History

Until September 1943 the Teacher's College of city cf 2oston

was a women's college. That year President Looney, acting unilaterally

without approval from.the Superintendent of Schools or the School

Committee, admitted two men as transfer students. What. was an

exception soon became the rule; the present percentages of men and

women in the student body are 51.7% men and.443.3% women respectively.

.In July 1952, when the state took over .the College, women

comprised over sixty percen-tof--the.faculty;-: today thirty percenti

of the faculty are women. (The average percentage of women faculty

in a our-year undergraduate. schools in this country is thirty-five

l
percent.) The shift to such an unfavorable ratio of women to men must

refleCta strongly male - oriented poliCy over these years. In

the case of department chairmen alone, of the eight women who held

chairmanships in 1952, five were replaced by men, while only two were

replaced by women. One woman has retained her position as chairman

since 1952. At present there are six women and thirteen men serving as

department chairmen. The erosion of women-held chairmnships from

sixty-two percent to thirty-one percent is comparable to that in, faculty

positions as a whole and, is reflective of the same discriminatory policy.

Se0 Ruth Y. Oltman,:CaMous ]:970. Where de Women Stand?' 7esearch.
Retort of 2..122:yt,LLm Women in ACademe,-Washington, nmeritanAssociation
of University WoMen, December 1970.



While the change in sexual composition of the faculty from 1952

to 1972 offers clear evidence of a discriminatory hiring policy, the

nature of salary discrimination has been less clear. New appointees,

both male and female, when confronted with an apparently non-negotiable

salary offer, have accepted it, only to find later that only the roughest

salary guidelines exist, that vagaries in political patronage or in

yearly budgets cause even those guidelines to be ignored, and that a

lock-step system of percentage merit increases insures that those who

start low remain low. The secrecy that surrounds the whole question of

salaries adds to the probleM. By the time an individual finds out

where he or she falls in the general salary pattern, it is too late,

for there is no mechanism to assure correction of such inequities.

This too has worked against women more than men, as the following data

will show, and the fact that a clear pattern of salary discrimination

against women emerges despite the many idiesyncraCies is even stronger

evidence that it has been a matter of Policy. However, the evidence

and the proposals which-we offer here for equalization of women'sH

salaries with those of men should be considered AS only a first step

towards rectifying the many:injustices in these matters at BSC and

towards establishing.a clear salary scale and merit increase policy which

will insure fair and equal treatment for everyone.

It must be emphasized that discrimination on the basis of sex is

illegal. Acknpwledgement of inequities is not enough; action must be

taken to'rectify them.



Data Analysis

This study compares the salary and. rank status of women faculty at

to that of men. The data used were provided to us by the Boston

State College Faculty Federation, American Federation of Teachers,

whose cooperation we wish to acknowledge, and reflect information

current to December 25, 1971. We have had to assume that the data

are substantially correct and that the conclusions based on them are

'valid, barring errors in our own calculation's.

We did not have aVailableo us information of experiende of

:facUlty members prior to appointment at ESC. However, the factor of

prior experience is not a decisive one in assessing rank and salary

at Boston State. At the college, experience is not used consistently

in determining nay and status. For, example, some faculty members are

given credit in rank and/or salarTfor prior teaching experience on

the high school level while others are not. In some cases, credit'

toward rank and /or salary is granted for part -time teaching while in

graduate school. Some have been awarded credit for non - teaching: related

experience while others have not. In addition, there are :factors of

importance in promotion and :salary such as teaching perfOrMance,

scholarship, community activites and service to school about which we

also lack information. However, in dealing with such large number's as

the faculty population at BSC, it does not seem reasonable to assume

that men have more prior experience and perform better than women.

Uhatme havedone in this report is make a comparieon of men and

Women faculty on the basis of such faCtors as academic qualifications,



tenure status, length of service a4z, -ESC and rank; in almost all cases

our findings have been unfavorable to women. '2his has led us to the

inescapable conclusion that, in all these analyses, the significant

factor explaining the discrepancies is sex. That follows is a detailed

retort of our calculations and their results.

Population and Salary'

Although woMen represent thirty percent of the teachers at the

college, they are not evenly distriiauted by departments, hut clustered

in a f':"4. There are only six departments in the school where women

represent more than thirty percent of the members. (Table 1) Of

these six (English, Foreign Languages-, Music, Elementary Education,

Women's Physical Education and Sociology), only Sociology represents'

a field where teaching has not traditionally been dominated by women.

Sixty --two of ninetyrseven women faculty members are in these first

five departments; that is, sixty-fourperdentof the women faculty are

employed in what has been' traditionally regarded as "women's wore.

Only thirty-five.woMen or eleven percent of the total faculty, teach

in subjects at BSC other than those traditionally aSsociated with Women.-

Men Physical Education excepted, -there are two departments at

the Scheel that have no fulI-time women faculty members.
1 Chemistry

1

4'1.9-American StUdies, which has applied for but not yet been
granted depart,mentai status, has two fuli-time men, one man ar2d one
woman With:Aual appointments, one man and one woman with part4time
appointMents.
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has nine men and no women; Secondary Education has ten men and no..

women. The case of Secondary Education- would appear to show a par-

titularly blatant situation of bias against women in hiring. It cannot,,

be 'said that there are no qualified women available in this field. In

1967-68i seventeen percent of the doctorates and forty percent of the

master's degrees earned in secondary edUcation in this ;.4'.1untry were

1

awarded to women. Vionen with doctorates have applied to the department,

been' turned down, and subsequently been hired by other departments at

BSC. In light of the .factthat seventy percent of the faculty. in

Elementary Education are women, it seems particularly surprising that

Secondary Education has no female faculty members. In chemistry, in

1967-.67, women earned forty-four percent of the master's degrees and

nine percent of the Ph.D.'s awarded.
2

(Sixty-six percent of the

Chemistry faculty presently do not hold the Ph.D.). While-Chemistry

has nine Men and no women, Physics has two women in a department of

thirteen, although figures on dolcorates indicate that it should be

four times harder to find a woman Ph.D. in physics than in 'chemistry.

Certainly in the Boston area where there is abundant production of

Ph.D's in all fields, these departments could find qualified women to

hire.

3

History, the second largest department in the school has only

four wor'en out of a total of forty-two full tine faculty members, with

1
United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office

of Education, Earned Decrees Conferred: 1967 -68. Washingtbn, 1969.

2
Ibid.

3While nine Percent of all Ph.D's recently awarded in chemistry
went to women, only 2.1 percent of the Ph.D's awarded in physics were
earned, by women. Ibid.



women represen-..;- Only nine percent of the department's faculty. In the

last two years, when there has been substantial production of women Ph.D.s

in history from Eoston. -area schools, along with a drastic tightening of

the job market for historians, History's all-male recruitment committee

hired five men and no women.

Thus, although women represent thirty percent of the faculty at

BSC, they are distributed unevenly thrOugh the school. Aside from thoSe

departments traditionally associated with women, only Sociology has women

represented in numbers (44%) at all approaching the proportiOn of women

in the general population. The mal-distribution of women by departments

would seem to give orima facie evidence of bias in hiring of women.

Salary Analysis by Departments

Examining mean salaries of faculty meMberS at BSC by sex and

department, there are only four departments where the mean salaries for

women are greater than those for men. While. the figureS vary, the same

,pattern holds true for median1 salaries by sex and department.- Of the

remaining sixteen departments, four have no women, one has no_men

(Women's Physical Education) and eleven pay men'faculty higher mean and

median salaries than women.

The,largest salary discrepancy occurs in the Art departMent where

the mean salary for men i

1
The mean is the arithmetic average; the median is the middle

value in a set of numbers arranged in Order of nagnitude4

$5,367.62 more than the mean salary:for women



in the department. The median difference is nearly $4000 in favor of

nen. Here all the men are in the upper three ranks; all the women are

non-tenured Instructors. In :.he past the Art .department has employed

other women at-the Instructor ranks who were later terminated. . In this

department there appears to be a pattern of hiring women at low salary

and low rank, while reserving tenured positions in the upper ranks

exclusively for men,

English, the largest department in the school, has an equal faculty

population of men and women. Despite the equality in numbers, tha

women in the-Englioh department- are paid substantially. less than the

men. The mean salary of women in the English department is $1,787.80

below that of men, while the median salary is $1,531.40 below that of

men.

Other departments where there is a particularly large discrepancy

between the Salaries of men and women are Geography, where t%e average

salary for men is $2,296.02 above that of wonen;, Mathematics, with a

men's average o *i$2,517.58 above that of women; Physics, with men's

.47

salaries $2,762.92 more than those of women on the average, and Psydhology,

with the mean for men $3,628.07 more than for the women in the department.

Even in those departments that have the largest number of women in

the upper ranks (Elementary Education, History, English, Foreign Languages,

and Women's Physical Education), women's salaries do not compare favorably

with those of men. In the Elementary Education department, where women

hold seventy percent of the teaching jobs in the, department and fifty-six

percent of the upper rank positions, one might expect women's salaries

to be higher than those of men. Yet the can salaries for men in the



department are $1,058.57 above those of women, while the median salaries

are. equivalent... In the HiStory department, .th0 mean salary ,for the

women in c;401.98 below that of men, While, the median is c4:1,.146.60'

bcloW that f men, despite the faet thatiwomen are represented in all

four ranks. The discrepancy in the English department has already

been examined. In Forei n Languages, with 'a re_i.atively, equitable

distribution o men and women between the upper ranks and lower ranks, and

a population of seven women and six men, the mean salary for women is

still $1.974.51 below that of men in the department. Comparing the

salaries of the Women's Physical Education department with the Men's

Physical Education department, we find that the median salary

Women' 8 Physical Education faculty

the Mean is about-:$150below that of men, the latter reflecting the

generally longer record of--service of women faCility in li),Y-siC IEducation

compared to men. -1-lowever, these salary comparisons do not takel.nto

account he fact that men are remunerated for their ooaChin duties

'above base Salary from a $19,000 coaching `fund, while the entire year s

budEet for women's athletics Is $15,000, of which coaching salaries

comprise oily a small fraction. This reflects gross di,qparitie

athletie funds allocated to men and womenat the school.

The three departMents in the school with the highest mean sAlaries

as of DeCember 25, 1971 are' Psychology ($16,493'.01), Secondary Education

6,147.82) and Chemistry ($16,201.46). It is interesting to note

that two of these departments-have no women facultY members. Irythe

salary for men is 417,068.20, $3,:644.20 more thanthird, the mean the



mean f er women the department. As will be seem, the disparity in

Men's and es increased with the recen-t.merit increase.

The

favoring

these are

to .therule of salary differer -Is by department

men are Eecinomic , Music, PhilJsophy and Sociology. Three of

departments with :no Full Professors, ,and two involve cases .,

where 'there is Only. One WoMan:ini the department. In the latter instances,

there is either a lone female h. in the upper ranks, or a lone woman

Ph.D.- with large number's of nen in the two lower ranks. Economics is

chaired by a woman, but her salary i. the lowest salary paid to a depart-

ment head in the scheol, Over'S6000 ,elow the

the fact that the ChairWoman of Music,

average for men. Despite

a Full Professor with a aoctor te,

hat the lOngest tenure Of any department chairmanor facUltY: member. at

BSC, several: Male department heads receive salaries nearly $3000 above

hers..

In even thete fourexceptiont, however, the ten women in the

departments have an average salary $1000 less than the overall college

average tor faculty. From Table 1 it can be seen that these four

departments are among the.dePartments with the lowest average salariet

at the school. It is clear that the exceptionality ,is due more to an

absence of highly paid men in these departments than to the presence,

of Well-TaidwoMen.

Salaries for the School as allhole

LOoking at the moan and median salary figuret for the school--as a
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whole, average pay for men exceeds that of women by $1441103, The meLin',:.)1,

figUre represents a men to women distrepancY of $1380.60. Thus, the

average male faculty romber can expect to receive salary $1400 above

that of his` female counterpart.

Department Chairmen's Salaries

Women hold six of nineteen department chairmanships (Table 21 or

thirty one percent of the positions. At first glance this appears

reasonable in proportion to the pe;!;oentag,e of women faculty in the

college at large However, two of the women chair small .depart-

ments in existence at -the college two years or leSs. In terms of

degree qualifications, women department heads haVe.a her rate of

educational, achievement than Men department chairmen, with sixty seven

the wOmen:haVing earned doe-borates compared to'fifty7four

percent of the men. The salaries of women department chairmen do not

compare favorably with those of men chairmen. The mean salary for

women chairmen is $2,264.22 below that of men.

TABLE E1-2

Denartment.Chairmen Number Number of Mean Salaries- of-
Women' Wonen.

6 13 $17,214.16419,478.38

DiscreoancV
Yen Women

$2,264.22



Mean and Median Salaries by:Degree Status

The figures for mean and median salaries of faculty MeMbers bym,

:tatus '(Table 3). again:shoW that in each category` men are paid

than women. :Women withmasters s degrees earn mean salaries of

'943.31 less than men with master 's degrees. Men who have at least

thirty Credits beyond a master's_ degree earn $.589.14 on the mean more

than women with similar graduate work. The largest gap is at the

doCtOrdte level, wherathe mean salary for men facUlty: members at

Boston State:.Coilege:d.S $2390.60: above that of women The differentials

are even greater using the median salary scales by degree status. Here

than women,onthe MA.

women on the doctorate

ham women'' on the master

plus thirty

level.

s level, $1203,80 more

credits level, and $2810.60 more than

It is ironic that the

women with doctorates is, less th n the mean salary for men at the

degree plus thirty credits level.

Mean and Median Salaries by Tenure Status

The same pattern observed in comparing ,Mens and women =s salaries

by degrees earned is repeated in comparing the salarieS of Men and women

by .e.Aure. status (Table 4). Both the mean and median salaries

tenured men are aboVe=those of tenured women. Yen 'also earn more than

women in the non - tenured positions. The largest differential's are in

of
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TA3LE 3

Mcan and Median

DEREE-

Salaries by Degree Status

Nuner of YeAn Salary Di.ecrenancY
;dorm Yen "Women Men

Masters 55 ,10,.987:25% 11,935.56 948..31

Xasters plus
30 credits 40 80 13,112.14 13,701.28 589.14

Doctorate 35 88 13,420.91 15,781.81 2_060..90_

DEGREE_ Median Salary DiscrenancV
Women Men

Masters. 10,337.90 11,460-.80- 1,082.80

Masters plus
30 credits 12;802.40 14006.:20 1,203.80

Doctorate 12753.00 15,063.60 2,310,60

TABLE:4

Ne4n and Median SalarieS oy Tenure StatuS

,enure StatUS Number of Mean Salary Men-Womon
Women Men Women Men Di sere pancy

Nontenured 49 90 10,962.52 11,673.47 746.95

Tenured 48 133 14 616.16 15,611.00 1,000.84

Non-tenured

Tenured.

Yedian:S414/z
Wonen :Men

Men-Women
Discrepancy

1.0,717.20 11 064.30 347.10

13,637.00 11T765:80 2,126 .80

, C
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the tenured positions where the mean salary:for tenured men is $1000.84

more than that for tenured women, with the median for tenured men

*2,126.80 more than that for tenured women.

Mean Salaries by Rank

WOMen are alSo in an unfavorable position with regard to salaries

earned in upper and lower ranks. At the lower

Msistant Professor , women earn $437..90 less than men on tie average.:.

tO:$602'.48

ranks of Instructor and

Thediscrepancy;"increases

.ASsociate aneLFull ProfeSsor.

at the

TABU

Mean Salaries by Rank

uPper level ranks

Rank
f-

Number of_ Mean Saiarir of Discrenancy

j.ipper Level
(Professor,

..AsSoc. Professor)

LowerLevel
Profe sor,

InstructorY

WOMen "Men -WOMeiY Men -- Women

23

74

102

121

16,728'..40

11,147.73

17,166.30

11,:750.21

437.90

602.48.



Persistence of Salary Inequities

It has been maintained by some observers that there does exist

salary discrimination against women faculty at. BSC, but this is an

anachronism, reflecting policies of past administrations. However, if

we k at salary discrimination from an historical ps,rspective, we can

see that despite chanes in presidents at ESC, existence of Executive

Orders and civil ridnts legislation, making discrimination against women

illegal, things have not improved at Boston State.

The general pattern of women receivinllower salaries than men holds

true for women recently hired'as well as those with long tenure at

the college\. (Table 6) In th.- eighteen years of hiring for which

comparisonsof present :salaries of m n and:women caft,be made, women

are currently paici less than male COUnterparts hired in fifteen of

those years. This same situation holds true when broken down

and year hired (Table 7).-. 'When we analyze length

tenure and rank, we find that the 't wenty --nine instances where

bYeurrtintrank

comparisons can be made,

women twenty-four times.

the current salary differential is against

It is interesting to note the loest paid category of faculty by

rank and year hired.. The lowest-ourrent man salaries are paid to

women :Instructors hired in 1969 ($8992.88 at$1,315.56 leS6 than the

mean fOr men Instructore hired that year). TheSeCond lowest CategOry

is not, as one might assume lorrically, men Instructors hired in

but women Instructors hired in 1970 ($9,218.80 mean salary).

third lowest paid category is women Instructors hired in 1971 (9,362.60

mean salary). Thus women Instructors hired in 1969, 1970, and 1971

all earn lower mean salaries than men regardle s of year hired.

1969,

The



TABLE 6

Current can Salaries (December 25, 1971) of Faculty at
BSC by Sex and Year Hired

Year Hired
Number of.
VIOnon Men

1971 8 24

1970 11 21

1969 13 11

1968 12 22

1967 7 20

1966 7 27

1965 8 29

1964 7 16

1963 2 _6

1962 lo

Mean Salaries of
wen

10,567.95 12,319.97

10.hc .41

10,714.00 13,158.10

11,883.73 13,095.03

12,555.40 14,173.39

12,501.57 13,819.63

12,564.10 14.705.65

13,520.75 14,562.50

12,278.50 14,985.07

16,367.87 15,635.26

12,695.80 14,814.80

195 3 7 13,785.20

1957 2 7 16,558.10

1956 5 11 17,479.80

1955 2 0 16,933.10

1954 2 1 16.853.10 18,351.45

13,169.00

16,510.00

17,713.60

19,510.40

16,331.90

1953 1 3 17,256.10

1952 1 3 17,256.20

1951 1 1 18,093.60

1949 1 0 19,494.80

18,205.20

19,110.99

18,098.60

17

piscrenancy

1.75'2.-02

7140.50.

2,.444.10

1.211,30

1,617.99

1,318.06

2,201.55.

).,041-.75

2,'706.57

2,952.30

647,go

1,468.35

949.00

1,854.79
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Studies made of the status of women faculty at American colleges have

found a consistent pattern of citserimthation agaiwit women to

Women spend many more years in each rank than men do, although there

is no discre?ancy between their qualifications and those of male faculty

members. Wcmen remain in rank gaining increments while men are promoted

to the highea- rank. Evidence shows that this national pattern is
. _

repez. ,d at Boston State College.

Full PrefesSers and ?h.D's

Comparison of tli Full. Professors (all of whom have doctorates)

oresently at BSC, for example, shows that the eight women have served

over ten yea-11:s on theverageHbefore being promoted. while the: thirty-five

nen holding this rankware promoted after less than five years service.

FurtherrOre,,. ALL the felmale:Prefessers were hired :before 1965 (See Table, 7.)

while only haTif the male F11-17;Prefessers were hired that long ago, and

Still the average female FUIIProfessors salary is nearly $1700 less

than-the average .mde :Professor

men).

($18. 82.88 for women; $19,950.62.for

Of facult-y hired a_fter .1962, only one woman has been proMoted to

the rank of Professor, while eighteen men achieved the rank ln.

this peried.: ,Thus woman currently account for less than onefifth',.

of the AssociAte and:Full:Professors (Table 9 while they hatre always

mai0 up more tharene-feurth of the total faCultY: women haVebeen

one -thrd the total, except 19661968 whemthey were 27-30%.

-tty ChMaj, Acade .'-:77 en and AMerican Studies, Pittsburgh, 1971, 6.
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Mean Salaries as of. December, 1971 of Yen and Women Facul y by Current Rank
.and Year Hired

instructor Rank Assistant Professor Rank
,ar Numbor of 1: -.: Salaries...._ Discrnnancv Number of Mean Salaries
re.7..

: ,7A V m. , .omen Men iii -'a v M Women =Men

L971-.. .5 11 9,362:60 ..:.9y887.27 .525.67 1 7 12,810.00 12,259.00 -551.20

19

Diecreoancy

L970

L969

L968

L967

L966

L965

L964

L963

L962

L961

L960

L959

L958

L957

L956

L955

L954

.953

L952

L949 0

7 11 9,218.80 9,623.07 404.27 3 8 10,923.47 12,136.54 1,213.07

5 5 8,992.83 10,308.44 1,315.56 6 3 10,698.90 11,393.40 708.50

6 4 10,780.90 9,732.45 .4,048.45 5 15 13,044.72 13,439.17 394.45

1 0 10,298.60 ---- --__ 4 12 12,164.75 12,694.30 530155

0 3 - -- 11,485.07 ---- 7 12 12,501.57 12,382.15 119.42

2 4 11,853.40 11,965.85 112.45 6 11 12,806.00 12,869.45 63.45

2 1 12,078.30 12,695.80 617.80 4 6 13,681.20 13,763.13 81.83

0 1 - - -- 12,695.80 ---- 2 1 12,278.50 14,076.40 1,797.90

1 1 12,422.80 12,695.80 273.00 0 1 12,802.40 ----

12695.80 0

MP a. ONO .1.1

MOM

OPOSO MOODOSSO

15 , 017. 60

WO SO NM ONO

lom am ma a.

siND a. Ms

12,422.80 a. Ma SO Ma

0

SIND IMP Oa. WI-

alab am WS

S O NO INNIS.

am am das am

SOODOSSO

MO ran Om dima



Table 7, continued

:,2 an Salaries as of iceumber, 1971 of Yen and WOMen Faculty by Current
?any and Year Hired

A:;sociat(=: Professor Rank Professor Rank
Year Number of Ye; :n of Discreoancv Number of Z-1e an Salaries of

_ red

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

196L

1963

1962

1961

1960'

1959

195.8

1957:

1956

W ;.4 Women

2 5 12,460.50

2 17,690.40

2 15,089.10

12,695.80

14,465.10

0 9

0 8

8 ommammo.0

0 3

0 7:

0 1

0 0

Yen

16,023.80

16,068.40

13,358.20

15,215.20

15,108.08

13,655.44

15,361.80

15,230.73

15,013.20

15,432.85

14,814.80

1 16,510.00

4 16,618.55

3 16,510.00

3 2 16,640.87 16,579.55

1955 0 0

1954

1953

1952 1 1

1951

1949 0

111. MO

16,883.10 18,444.40

17,256.20 18,098.60

17,256.20 17,256.20

18,098.60 18,098.60

MP MA 4WD I11

20

Discrooanc
W

0

0

0

0

M

I

.1

3

4

6

1

1

Women Men V .:

3,563.30

-1,622.00

269.10

2,519.40

642.98

mmemmo.

OWilmW 15,763.80

20,987.20

28,582.20

18,582.20

18,531.93

19,917.95

19,313.67

15,901.60

18,098.60

IND MO MN OM

.100.0

137.80

""'

MIID maw VIA 1011, 18,340.40 22,820.40 4,479.80

0 3 19,31 .67

4 18,098.60 21,760.70

_61.32 2 4 18,735:20 19,521.45

0 18,748.60.

2 18,285.50

18,285.20

0 1 22,820.50

-0- 0 0

0 19,494.80

OM Oa 60 IMP

1,561.30

840.40

0-

Mil WO OM INO.
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To suggest that a real professional difference between men and women

accounts for this disparity is to ask for too great a coincidence. In

fact, given the well-know figures for population of women faculty

at hih-prestige universities and'colieges whiCh almost completely

exclude women from their ranks,'the population available to the state

and community colleges of well qUalified women is actually enhanced,

compared the available male population.

Rank Population by Departnpnts

Analyzing the senior ranks by Department (Table 8), there are

nine Departments (454 of the total) with no women in senior positions.

Only five'departments, including Women's Physical Education, have more

than one token woman Four are these in fieldsin the upper ranks.

traditionally dominated by women (Women 'Physical Education, EngiiSh,

oreign-Languages, and Elementary:Education)'. The remaining Department

with more than one woman holding a senior appointment is History, which

has two women in the upper levels, comprising 8.3% of the faculty in the

Department.

Overall Population Analysis

Full time faculty at BSC presently number 223 men and 97 WoMen.

Figure 1 shows.. the number of men and the number of women employed in,

any year who are presently at BSC. The facUlty as a whole grew very



TABLE 8

Number and Percentage of Men .and WOmen Holding Senior
Appointments (Associate Professor, Professor), by Department

22

pena-rtment
.

Afro-American

Art

Biology

Chemistry

EconOnics

Elementary Education

English

Foreign Languages

GeOgraphy.

History

MathematicS

Music

Philosophy

Physics

Physical Eici (Yen)

Physical Ed. .(Women)

Political Science

Psychology

Secondary Ed.

Sociology

Total No. Yen No. Women
d

1..en

, ...,

2 2 0 100

5 5 0 100

8 7 1 87.5

6 6 0 100

2 1 1 50

9 4 5 44.5

12 9 3 75

6 3 3 5o

3 3 0 100

22 zo z 91.7

8 7 1 87.5

3 z l 67.7

1 1 ,0 100

0 100

2 2 - 0 100

4 0 4 0

3 3 0 :100

vvomen

0

0

12.5

0

50

55.5

25

0

100

0

7.1

0

0 1 0 100
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little. until 1961; leSs than one-fifth of the present facUlty had been

hired by that time. A small growth occurred after.that, but the real

growth started in 1963. From that year on, the rate of increase of-men

faculty was 20.7 per year; for women the rate was 7.62 until 1967,.9.96

since. 1967. As absolute rates, these numbers do not necessarily imply

a change in the relative number of men and women on the faculty over

the time involved. These .two rates of increase merely .serve to per-

petuate a fairly constant ratio of males to females on the faculty

With these data on seniority, however, one can make significant com-

parisons with other personnel data. Tenure figures of 495$.for women

faculty and 59.5% for men are consistent with the fact that a somewhat

larger fraction of the women are recently hired. (L4.5' women were

hired since 1967, while 30 of the men were hired in this period). This

consistency in no way implies a non-discriminatory hiring policy;

merely that all faculty here beyond five years have tenure.

On the other hand; the relative population of:men and women in the

various faculty ranks differs considerably from that expected from the

seniority data. While 40 of men are. Associate or Full Professors, oily

23.0 of the women are in the upper ranks. Indeed, as shown in Table 9 ,

the bottleneck for:women IA at the Assistant4LsSociate junction where the

female numbers drop by two-thirds; the male population dropping only

slightly. This is a surprising result since, in most,institutions of

higher OducatioN'the tenure-nontenure ratio is practically tilesame as

the Upper-lower rank Population, ratio. Using this rule of thumb, with

a tenure to nen-tenure ratio of roughly fifty -fifty for worn ( See Table

4-for tenure figures), one would expect an equivalent distribution of
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women between the upper and lower ranks., Kowever, at Boston State College,

76.4'f; of the women are in the lower ranks. Thus, on the basis of their

tenure numbers, with a standard expecation of an equivalent tenure-

nen-tenure/upper ranks ratio, women are underreoresented in the upper ranks

by 26.4%. The great disparity in the relative population of the academic

ranks Frith 76.4% of women in lower ranks as opposed to 54.4% of men,

exceeds considerably the relative seniority the male faculty have over

the female. The possibility that, the males are, as a rule, better

qualified than the women and so with the same length of service should

be far more often in the upper ran` p is denied by the distribution of

academic credentials shown in Table10.. Table 10 shows the distrib-

ution of academic credentials to be similar for men and women so that,

taken together with the tenure-nontenure data and the seniority distrib-

ution, only outside experience and other professional assets can account

for the extreme disparity in academic rank population. It is noted

here that promotions and salary determinations reflect wide discretionary

_judgment, while awarding of tenure is narrowly prescribed for both sexes

at particular levels of seniority and credentials, which are both

objective measures. This discretionary element in salary determination

results in an overall salary differential in favor of men at all levels,

of rank as well as the academic rank differential cited above, while

the seniority, tenure and credentials data are quite consistent with

the population figures. It is certainly possible that all men'on the

average have better professional reco:cds and more experience than all

the women on the average, but it would indeed be a coincidence that
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women between the upper and lower ranks. However, at Boston State College,

76.4 of the women are in the lower ranks. Thus, on the basis of their

tenure numbers, with a standard expecation of an equivalent tenure-

non-tenure/upper ranks ratio, women are underrepresented in the upper ranks

by 26.4%. The great disparity in the relative population of the academic

ranks with 76.4% of women in lower ranks as opposed to 54.4% of men,

exceeds considerably the relative seniority the male faculty have over

the female. The possibility that the males are, as a rule, better

qualified than the women and so with the same length of service should

be far more often in the upper ranks is denied by the distribution of

academic credentials shown in Table10.. Table 10 shows the distrib-

ution of academic credentials to be similar for men and women so that,

taken together with the tenure-nontenure data and the seniority distrib-

ution, only outside experience and other professional assets can account

for the exti:me disparity in academic rank population. It is noted

here that promotions and salary determinations reflect wide discretionary

judgnent, while awarding of tenure is narrowly prescribed for both sexes

particular levels of seniority and credentials, which are both

objective Measures. This discretionary element in salary determination

results in an overall salary differential in favor of men at all levels,

of rank as well as the academic rank differential cited above, while

the seniority, tenure and credentials data are quite consistent with

the population figures. It is certainly possible that all men'on the

average:have better professional recrds and more experience than all

the Women 'on the average but it, would indeed be a coincidence that



TABLE 9

Number and Percentan of 7aculty by Sex and Rank
Total
In Rank No. Women No. MenRank

4
Odom

ln Rrk
p :en

Instructor 72 30 42 18.9

Assistant rofessor 123 44 4.5.4 35.5

Associate:Professor 82 15 67 15.5 30.1

Professor 43 8 35 8,25 15.7

Total 320 97 223

Women as 4 of total faculty: 30

4Yen as of total faculty: 70

TABLE, 10

Degree Qualifications of Men and Women Faculty

Sex Percent with Masters Percent with Masters + 30 Percent w-ith Doctor::

Women

Men

22.7%

24.7%

41.20

35.9%
.

36,1%

39.4%.
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the oveJqualification of men should be manifested only in discretionary

matters Of rank and salary and. not in credentials and present tenure

status or seniority.

Thus, we have seen that overthree-fourths of women faculty

members are clustered in lower .ranks. As the ratio of men to women

facult77 has remained fairly constant since the major growth period Of. .

post-1960, it cannot.be said that women cluster in the lower ranks

because they are .new to the college. On the basis of educational qual-

ifications,. it has been .seeti, that women are no less qualified than men.

-This condition at ?SC reflects a situation which has been found to be

a general pattern at American colleges. Women are not promoted in

proportion to their years of service, numbers or qualifications. This

phenomenon of women clustered in the lower ranks also leads us to examine

the ranks at which faculty have recently been hired.

Recently Hired Faculty

There is a large effect in these data due to accumulation of past

inequities and a somewhat informal personnel policy in years past.

More recently, a more formal procedure for evaluation and other per-

sonnel matters has come into practice. To see what effect has been

wrought on "new hires' we note that in the two years, 1970 and 1971,

a total of nineteen women and.45 men were hired (full time, see Table 6).

Of the women, twelve were Ph.D's, seven were not; of the men, twentv had

Ph.D's, twenty -five did no Thus, 63% of the Wome-ii but fewer than
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laalf of the men (44.4) had doctorates. Of these, seven female Ph.D's

-gere hired as Instructors, three as Assistant Professors and two as

asociates, but of the more numerous male Ph.D's only four were hired

Instructors, eight;. as Assistant Professors, seven as Associates

one as Full. Of the non-Ph.D's, seven women were hired as Instructors,

as an Assistant Professor, but seventeen men without Ph.D's were hired

a-is:Instructors, while five were made Assistant Professors. This tendency

to hire nen into the higher rank (only one-fifth of the male Ph.D's were

Tnstructors, almost three-fifths of the female Ph.D's; of the non-Ph.D's

almost one-third of the men were Assistant Professors, but only one out

of seven women were) naturally is reflected, in salary differentials; the

group hired in 1970 has a pay differential of $740 favoring men; the 1971

figure i $1,752. The reason these. figures are so different is that in

1970 there were seven female Ph.D's and 8 male Ph.D's' hired, but four

female non-Ph.D's and twelve.male non- Ph.D's, so that thiS very large

number of non-Ph.D's among the men would dgpress the mean ofmale pay.

Table 11

Degree Status of FaCulty Hired in 1971

Sex No. Hired % Ph.D. % i',..A.+22 411 .A .

Ven 24 54 12.5% 37.5%
Women 8 62..Z 12.5% 2594

Table 11 shows that in faculty hired in 1971, there was a-tendency

to hire men with less qualifications than women. 37.5$ of the men

hired in 1971 had only the master's degree, while only 25% of the women
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were hired at this level. .6?...5% of the women, hired in this year held

doctorates, while only 50% of the nen hired in year had earned this

degree. Clearly, this is a small sample from which to draw conclusions.

However, it does indicate a trend that, to be hired in this tight job

market situation, women generally .nust be more qualified than men.

An interesting study has been-done which confirms the tendency to

hire men at higher levels than women,. despite equal qualifications..

Department Chairmen were sent personal data- and professional qualifica.

tions of hypothetical candidates or jobs; the Chairmen were asked

to evaluate them and indicate at what level the candidate should be

offered a position. The same descriptions-were sent to one group

with .female first names, to the other group, with male first names. It

was generally foUnd that the modal level of job offer for women was

Assistant Professor, while for menit was Associate Professor. The

study supported the hypothesis that Departments discriminat...in hiring
1

on the basis of sex.

Part-time Teaching

It is particularly instructive to look at the matter of part-time

employment at Boston State. Many women desire part-time teaching jobs

during the years they have heavy family responsibilities. Despite this,

only one of the eight part-time faculty in the day college at Boston State

1

L S. idell, Empirical verification of sex discrimination in hiring
practices in psychology, 1.1ei___:itcEL22.\.rj_____,20chol, 1970,24, 1094-1093.



is a woman. Although she is an Assistant Professor, her computed full,-

time rate of salary is $408.39 below the mean of the computed full-timn

rate of salary of part-time male Instructors. (Table 12:). In addition,

if we compare the six nale part-time Instructors (using their.computed

full-time salary rate) hired in 1971. with full-time female Instructors-.

hired the same year, we again find that the males are paid at a higher

rate, a discrepancy ,of $1,033.1-5 (Table 13 ).

It is said that part-time course rates are higher than the per

course rate for full-time Instructors, because it is necessary to

attract people to do part-time work. However, there are numerous

women who would willingly fill part-time positions, even at salaries

.equivalent to regular pay rates, They have not been hired at BSC,

where part-time work in the day. college has been given almost exclusively

to men.
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Table 12.

?a t-time.faculty, Day College

Sex Number Date konointed

December,
Rate of Pay

Comouted full-time

1971

Rank

Women 8/30/70 10,298.60 Assist. Prof. la

Men 7 8 29 71 11,938.80 Instructor

a/29/71 9,040.20 Instructor aL11

8/29/71 9,984.00 Instructor .<2c,2.

8/29/71 10,038.60 Instructor -, -tors

8/29/71 9,334.80 Instructor '.4astas

8/29/71 11,918.00 Instructor Masters

8/31/69 12,695.80 Instructor Masters

Table 13

Mean Rates of pay for part-tine male instructors hiraa:8/29/71
and full-time female instructors hired 8/29/71 (salaries computed to
full-time).

Sex' Number Rank StatuS Mean Salary Discrepancy Y-W

Women 5 Instructor ' 9,354.60 1,033.15

Men 6 Instructor part -time 10375.75
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Stud, v of One Denartment

The full-time faculty of the Psychology department at BSC are

a highly paid, very well educated, experienced group of professionals

(see Tablet ). In many ways the Psychology department has served as

a model for other aspiring departments within the College. For this

reason, the rank, salaries, and working conditions of women in the

Psychology department are worth examining in some depth.

Psychology faculty have the highest average salary as a depart-

ment within the College. As of January, 1972, their average salary

of $17,482 is $3,216 above the average salary of faculty in all

departments of the College ($14,266).

Fifteen out of the twenty active members of the Psychology

department have their doctorates (10 Ph,D degrees and 5 Ed.D degrees).

One member holds both a Ph.D degree and an M.D. degree. None of the

remaining five members has less than 48 credits beyond the master's

level.

Salary

Three of the twenty members of the department are women.

Though the academic ranks, educational backgrounds, and previous

professional experiences of these women vflry, one thing they all

have in common is lower salaries than the average salary formen in

the department. For each of the three sets of figures on salary

presented in Table. 15 below, the msansalaryfor women is:substan

tially:lewor (20 21%) than the mean salary:fOrmen4n the Psychology

department.

1
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TAMS 15

Mean Yale and Female Salaries in the Psychology Department, 1970-1972

1/70 Salary 2./I1 L11ry 1/72 Snlary

Men 15,208 17,063 18,053

Women 12,157 13,424 14,2.45

Discrepancy .3,051 3,644 3,808
(Yen - WoMen)

. 20% 21% 21%

This summary is based on data presented in Table 14, Columns 1-3

It might be argued that the traditionally lower academic rank

of female faculty is the actual reason for the lower mean salaries

reported for women. Such an argument would be questionable for the

data summarized in Table 15, however, since women in the Psychology

department are represented at three of the four leve-, of academic

rank.

Analysis of differences in the average salaries of males and

females by academic rank is rather meaningless, since four of the

nine men used in the male reference groups at the Assistant and

Associate levels in 1970 have since been promoted. The reference

groups, therefore', ao not remain constant over the three year period

under consideration.

A pattern of financial discrimination against female faculty

in the Psychology department clearly emerges wen faculty are ranked

on the basis of the percenta e increases in salary they have received

in recent years.

Women faculty hold the two lowe t positions in the rank order

of salary increases presented in Table 16 (on, the following page). This

table also reveals that, using each faculty member's '1970 salary as a
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T LE 16

aank Order of Per Cent Increase in Faculty Salaries
in the Psychology Department, 1970-19724

r.
2, increase Faculty Members.

27- Professor T
26 Professors 3 and S
24 Professor K.
23 Professors D and. Q
22 Professor E
19 Professors. A, G, I, L and N
18 Professors H, J and M(-?.)
17 Professor. P
16 Professor OM
17 Professor R(7.)

20 Mean for Men and Women
21 Mean for Men
17 Mean for Women

Data taken from Table 14, Column 4

base figure, all three women received less than the average salary

increase for all department members (mean faculty increase = a0f10).

This discrimination against wome-1 is quite obvious when the percentage

increase in men's salaries is compared with the percentage increase

in women's salaries, The average man's salary increased 21% from

1970-1972, Whereas women's salaries averaged only a 15% increase

during these same years. The average woman's salary increase was 29%

less than the average male salary increase.

Members of the Psychology department were informed last fall

that the most recent salary increase (January, 1972) was intended

to correct for discrepancies among salaries within the department.

It is interesting to note that five of the eight faculty receiving

above average salary increases (i.e. above the mean per cent increase

in salary over last fall's salary for all Psychology faculty) were
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'Full Professors and, therefore, already receiving the highest salaries

in the department (see Table 17 below). In other words, this latest

salary increase 'only expanded previously existing discrepancies in

salary.

A3LE 17

Rank Grder of Per Cent Increase in 'Faculty Salaries in the
Psychology Department, September, 1971 - January, 1972

*

if Increase Faculty ,Yembers

3.8

7.9
6.9
6.6
6.5
6.4
6.3

5.9
5.7
5.5
5.2

Professor D
.ProfessOr T
Professors G and L
Professors A, K and.. Q
Professor P
ProfessorR(?).
Professor M(0
Professors J and N
.Professors B, E, :I and S
ProfesSor .o(q)

Professor H

6.4 Mean for Men and Women
6.4 Mean for Men
6.1 Mean for Women

Data taken from. Table 14
1

Column 5

6omen's per cent increase in salaries followed the same pattern

as the rest of the department. Table 17 shows that the salaries of

women were not upgraded in the recent salary increase, as might be

expected after consideration of the inequities in past salary increases.

The mean per cant increase in salary for women in this

latest salary increase (6.1%)

increase in salary for men (6.4%),

was 5% less than the mean per cent

and is firft:evidence:Of continued

financial discriMination against women in the Psychology departMent!
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f each faculty member's total salary for the three year period

under investigation is divided by his total teaching load for the

same period of time, it is possible to state the average amount of

money the faculty member is paid for each course he teaches (i.e. his

average pay per course). Table 18 presents 'a three year summary of

this data for the Psychology deprtMent..

TABLE

"Average Pay Per Course"1 in the Psychology Department, 1969-1972*

Rank

Full .-
ProfesSor

Associate
PrOfessor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

FacUlty MeMbers
APPC1 For

Men
APPC1 For

Women

erofessor D
Profe'sSer E
ProfesSor G
Professor J
Professor K-
PrefeSsor L
Professor Q

3376
2655
2412
2577
2244
6431
2596

Professor. A'' i 1731:

?rofeSsor B 1634'
Professor C 2323
ProfeSsOr Ni .2038
Professor N 2769
Prefessor S 2064
Professor T 1880'

Professor H 1561

Professor 1 1849
Professor 0 1606
Professor P 1537

Professor F 1490,

1:'rofess'Or R 1 0 58,

APPC1 ?or
Rank

3184

Mill111

2067

1649

1490

111Average Pay Per Course" ='salarTpaid'faculty meMber(F,1969.-B,-1972)
a_courses'taught (F0969-1972)

These statistics are computed from data presented in:Table 14,
ColuMns 1--3, and 16 -21



The discrepancy between members who have the greatest teachini

loads and those who are paid the.highest salaries is revealed in

Table 18. The average male faculty member i s paid $2419 for each

course he teaches, Whereas the average female member of the depart-

ment is paid'1567,:or35% Tess than the average manfor the same

amount of classroom work. Even when academic rank is considered,'

the pattern persists. The woman in the department at the Associate.

Prefessor rank is paid $29 less Pe,- course than her male colleagues

at the Associate level. In like manner, the woman Assistant Professor

. is paid *43 less per course than male faculty at the Assistant level.

The woman Instructor's situation is most dramatic. She is:paid

*432 1 ner course than 'is paid- the male InstruCtor in the

department.

Promotion

Promotion.clearly has been slow for the female faculty member

with thelongest.tenure in the Psychology departMent. it took. her

9 years to be promoted from Assistant to Associate Professor,

4.6 years longer

or

than the averag- male faculty member receiving

the same promotion (see Table19 on the next page). She now ha's

been an Associate:Professor:for years. TheaVerage male'Associate

Professor, on the other hand, has'. been prOMpted' to:Full 'Professor

after only 2.6 years.-

The other two Women are the only Psychology faCUlty, to

never received promotions (see Table 1'4, Column 12). The average

Male faculty meMber regardless o2 entering rank, has been promoted

after year in '.the department.



TABLE 19

SuMary of the Number 'of Years Psychblegy Faculty
Have Held Various Academic RankS''

Mean for Men

Number of Years at This Academic. Rank

Instructor Assistant Associate

3 4.4 2.6

[Associate
lAisistant
Instructor 3

39

This summary is based on data presented in Table 14 Columns 9-12

Working Conditions

Within the Psychology department, the average number of courses

taught per: faculty member for the laSt six academic, terms is22,

teaching a normal course load (4 courses) four terms and a

reduCed load (3 courses) the reminin terms (See Table 14 Column 22).

The three women faculty, however, have all taught a full course load

1972) In fact none of them has

ever had a reduced teaching lead.. One woman facility member actually

taught five courses one term without ever being reimbursed in either

Subs.3quent teadhing loadreduction or payment (as is customary in

each term (Fall, 1969-

such cases) for this 'overload

hen the:same woman askedfor a reduCed teaehing,loadandlor

a shorter WOrk week for the spring; term 1971 beeauSe of pregnancy

(baby due in March) her request was denied. That same term, however,

six male faculty were given reduced teaching loads: This teaching,

load reduction for men amounted to the loss of nine courses from

the department's course offerings that term. Unfortunately infer,-

mation is not available to determine whether any male members of the
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department had less than a five day-work week that term.

Even though data on reduced work weeks are not available for

one-third of the time period'under consideration, a pattern emerges

regarding the allocation of three and four day work weeks during the

four academie terms for which these data are available (see Table 14,

Columns 16-23). No woman teaching in the Psychology department has

ever had less than a five day regular work week. Seven different

male faculty members, however, have had a four day work week one term

each during the past three years. An even more favorable work situation

exists for three male faculty who have each had a three day work week

for several different terms during this same time period.

Preferential treatment in the form of reduced teaching loads

and shorter work weeks has been given to many of the male members

of the Psychology department many of whom hold outside work commit-

ments. Yet, in September of 1971 when a woman faculty member asked

to be assigned evening classes because of family obligations,

was told she could not be given 'preferential treatment'.'. This

i5 171 violation of College policy that states that full-time faculty

hired before the Fall of 1971 are not to be assigned evening classe.,

unless they so desire.

SuMmary

In cepth study of the Psychology department at BSC has'revealed'

that female facultyAn-the departMent experience loWer salaries,

slower promotions and lesS faverabloworkingconditions than.their

male colleagUes. WoMen:are:paid only four-fifths as much as
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Recent salary increases for women have been 29% less than those of

men in the department. Only one of the three women in Psychology

has ever been promoted, and it took her more than twice as long to

be promoted than it has for male faculty with the same academic rank.

Men regularly get reduced teaching loads and shorter work weeks in

the Psychology department. But no woman has ever been granted this

sort of preferential treatment regarding working conditions - not

even when requested because of extenuating circumstances (

advanced pregnancy, mothering a very young child).

kwareness of these forms of discrimination against .women faculty

in the Psychology department demands immediate corrective action.
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Conclu--,qons

the foregoing study we have _found extensive discrimination against

women f_aculty at BSC in matters of in.-nk, salary, and working conditions.

Although women faculty are no loss qualified than men in degree achieve-

ment, they do less well in all categories. Women, particularly in recent

years, have needed higher qualifications than men to be hired at BSC.

Still trey are hired at lower ranks than men and, after hired, they

are promoted less rapidly than men. As a result, womn are underrepresent-

ed in the upper ranks and are concentrated in the lower ranks. They

are also clustered in departments traditionally associated with women,

while other departments rarely hire 'them. In salary, there is a school-

wide differential of fi1400 between men and women. By department, in all

but 4 cases, -mean and median salaries are lower for women than for men.

The same holds true when mean anct median salaries of men and women are

compared by degree status, tenure status, and position in upper and lower

ranks. Salaries for women department chairmen are also substantially

lower taialca those for.:-men. Arid despite - .these discrepancies,, -mencontinue

to receive higher percentage Increases--in their -zsalaries than do women..

Finally, such options as part-time teaching fall to men and Trot to women,

-while it-h;p.- :in-depth study of the i'sychell department shows that in all
matters; ,of schedules-..:and course loads, lmen receive preferential treatment.

The anjustices in these matters alone are appalling. And yet sys-

tematic discrimination against women at :BSC in these obvious matters is

probably only a small part of a pervasive dircrimination in many more

subtle ways. The full eradication of discriminatory attitudes and

practices towa.rds women 'dill not be achieved overnight. Yet only specific

action to correcu discriminatory practices when they are clearly proven



and can be labeled as such will begin to make up for past injustices

and prevent future ones. Therefore,, to hasten the removal of, those in-

equities which are clearly illegal, the ad hoc COmMittee on the Status

Of Women Faculty at BSC, has drawn up the fclIbwing ,proposaI

1. An affirmative action plan must be undertaken to correct present
inequities in salaries, and ranks and to prevent further discrimi-
natory practices in these matterb.1 Retroactive salary adjustments
should be made.

. Active recruitment of women, including minority women, for all
faculty. levels must be initiated. (If -individual deoa.rtments
claim difficulty in finding qi.zalified -aomen, the ad hoc Committee
will be glad to provide names of qualified cane' dates. The
next opening in those departments which presently have no women
faculty should be filled by a woman. Those departments which
nave no women at, upper runts.' should hire women at those ranks
if no womE.In within the department are qualified for promotion.

All women who are presently eligible for promotion to upper
ranks should be promoted immediately.

4. Extra teaching opportunities such as continuing studies or summer
session courses should be made equally as available to women as
to men.

Reduced course loads and prefe:cred. sc-mdules should beicdistributed
equitatay

The successful recruitment and retention of women faculty will require more

than just equal rank, salar3r and schedule offe-rings however.

6. Pert-time teaching positions at both upper and lower rant ,:at.

proportionate salaries according to rank and experience clef
be -made available to wooer. as well-as to men. Such pant-time
f aculty should htL.f.,eligEole for rai se si promotion and tenure
according to the -same regulations whi:ch govern full-time faculty.
Serious consideration should be given to-hiring people for
:3hared appointments (husband and. wife, 2 women, etc.), to oneappointments
full- time position.

Publications of the U.S. Department of Labor spell out the defir,ition
of a "Plan of Affirmative Action": it must bo a written analysis of problems
and specifications for goals and timetable for correcting -them. if,xact

details are available from the Office of Federal Contract Compliance of the
U.S. Department of Labor.
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Accrued sic< leave shOuldbe applied to maternity..aeave,
while automatic one - semester parental leaves of abSence should
be available t both men and women on reqUest, without prejudice
to their position on return.

8. Day care facilities must be provided.

Finally, in order to insure an end to discriminatory practices, all data

on recruitment, retention, promotion and salaries, as well as mans for

affirmative action shouldfbe made: public.

These proposals are ±n keeping with the spirit of the resolution on

women's rights passed at -the 1970 National Convention of the American

Federation of Teachers, the official collective bargaining age= of 'ne

BSC faculty. The Resolution is reprinted below:

WHEREAS, the teaching tprefession: has been one traditionally openLto women
and there havebeen:More women than men. in areas in the
3UbIiohOol.s,' and

WHEREAS, .theinferior social status of women haszplayed'its role in keeping
down salarie8,-:and

WHEREAS, women who are equally qualified:are discriminated aga-iimst in con-
sidering appointments and Promotions to poSitions ofiel,adership
.and responsibility, particularly in secondary and hiezar. education, and

WHEREAS, the American Federation of 'Teachers supports equal r is and op-
portunities for mll teachers, regardless:of sex, rave creed, or
marital status;, -therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that there be :no loss of rights for teachers on matemmity leave,
that the lengtBrof leave be established the teuzcher and
her physician, that there be provision far continual_eaucational
training of women teachers on leave, that, there beery care
centers so that women teachers nay continue in theirlgrofession
(such as those proVided for in the section in the curnent New
York UFT contract which authorized the establishment,mT: 50 day
care centers for members' children as well as for the children
of community residents, especially in ghetto areas); and be it
further

RESOLVED that discriminatory classroom material be eliminated,,that lessen
planSon.the historof:the women's rights movement-'and'SUffrage
be.provided; and:belt further
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RESOLVED, that the AFT pledge its efforts in behalf of equal rights
for women and an end to any discriminatory practices that exist;
and be it further

RESOLV2D, that, it urge all locals who become the bargaining agents for
their school districts to include such an equal opportunity
clause in their contracts.

*4*

This report has been orepared on behalf of the ad hoc CoMmittae on the
Status of Women Faculty at Boston State College by

Ms. NancyEafkind
Instructor
.History and Afro-American Studies

iD.r. "Martha Jaffe
"Instructor
EatheMatics

Dr. :Susan Kannenberg
Assistant Professor
Physics

Dr. Eleanor,Ctlewski
Assistant :Professor
English

Dr.:Catherine Sobota
AsSistant Professor
PsychologY

Dr. BateeYUseem
Instructor
Sociology


